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(i) ^ ^ ^ 3figPr<f» 39«fe mt ^ ^ 

^ <<rtt5 ^cTT^ ^1K% ^ ^©aiRT ^ ^ I 

^) '(?l4<i ^ ^ ^efnf ^ <l)hf HvtftJJf M'^cll, 

^ l^ffTT 3#r? vRRl^ ^ ^ I 

Gii) ^ ^ #»fe ^!^K®r Tft ^ Tim WlPt^ 

^ !*TI^ % I 

(iv) ^J^iRTcT 4 il4iqw #^fe ^ ^fWT W>^ ^ #ife Wft ^ 

^ ^ ^ ^ H>n wn?TT $ i 

(v) Tfs ^ ^ %r WeW TjBEf !fte?lf>ra5V ^ ipmc^r ^ TSt^te ^ ^ ^ wnt . 
vJTmr t. aiETTwr ^ ^thtt % ^ skt arfrrRw vW^ih ^ feR 

1 

(vi) T??nf5 ^ vJtMKH ^ w yM ^ clyR t. f^ra^ ^ wro 

I 

(vii) yyj 3R^ ^ TpT WT ^TTt yfl% U^W-I wm WT ^ ^ I 

(viii) ^tTf=TM ^ y§t tt? wgcT % I ■'j^M HVtfrK Tfri^ ^ yjTq?r ^ ^ 

^ ^ ^ I 3Hf hsnth '•^t ^'m'l 35 /-^^ yf^ *^)f^ctj ^ y$t 

^ ^ # I 

(ix) TiqTyN ^ ^ ^ y5t t I ^r «?l4nn ^ h@ni^ ^r v^tyyrJt^t ct^ 

^ yfWr ^ t 1 yp yywr ^ aww ^ ^ yi^ ^ I 

snr^ 3r«ii^q»t ^ ^ % Pwf^fey yy srfcf^fy^'^yiyyFryfri^ 

fcfV f^njT 7141 yr :— 

(i) yyr y? yiysy ^ ^ Tasryr yyr «7T ? yf^ Bt, qfr ik^ Bt to «ti? 

y^rTi^ yyFT ^ ^rw ®ft^ y?^ ^syr ^yry 1 

(ii) srf^mrf yRt¥ty yfptt ^ 36/-^ y% ^ ^ Miesgcyr yyi^ 'Hwi-y 

fty^ ^ y5t yrym ?#,y^ ^ yy^yjcTF^r y? ^ yyyyr?, 5 nt 

4't^ y>t vjIi^ yr^ l 

(iii) ?TT yy4 ^ 3?*yT^ ^ vrfeprf^ ^ ar^m yrHyi? ci^ TOn? y? iff y^ 

Rymcil yji «fr\4 1 

(iv) ye ^ f$er ^yyjr yyi^fy yyk'fwi a?g^ ^ crrre %, yil 

yTy]^y?i yywT 1 

(v) ^ yewy vJir# yi^f ^ -gRtRyd yrarys aftrr yy 

y^ ^ yrfry ySi yi^ ^ ^ y?r ^reyr 1 

(vi) yff ^ c^ 31^'Ht'f 3t4^ yyra^ ^ fcry ^'d^hfl siyr q?iMty yr^ yyry yyr e'l^ 
yrfej aft? Tj^rgsr anm? to t l 

(vii) aM arwji^yy ^ ii y?^ ar^y yyf^ra- ^yr l 





[Mmin— 7 st¥ 4 ] 
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4. 3T7^ if ^ ^ ^ 4 giei^ f ^ ^2Rf^ ^ ^ ^ 

viH?^?n?rtfl ^ ’TRT xj^_ WTHI 3J^[^ W r #ite Wft ^ ^ if^ '^viKId 

^ aji^Tt ^ yf?! ^ ^ 3i^fmT^ % 3i^-3>T5r»r wr if ^^ igjanr 

fvJRTir?^^^2o/-^yfcri?ff^?r;T^ tio/~^ wefcfmti 
(3RI 7T«^t if. ^ ■^[EPTT XT® ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ aRT H^WVH ^fWT 

36 /-^ yf^ ^ ^ ^ ^ # r) 175 ^ wHf if ^ 

^ ^ g5t ^ 3ffea» T3j# ^ »fRT w ^ aieraT d^^-wnd ^ ^ ^ 

I f# ^RfJR, cbT4PWRd afqif W ^ ^ if ^ f4#r fldd^^dr ^ ^rasT; 

m ^ ^ t 5Rr cTRT WT mmm 3 ctrst 4lf^ ^ ^ WMdr % 1 

^ if anq^t ^ feVif ^ dwRs t fit? <4^ #ite ^ ^ ^ ^ 

aff4 ^ WRHdT ifw ^ ^ ^iTHPTT | 


5. ^ 3rwn4^ of\j^T4t€f ^ f^w?n>ryi ^ri^f ^ «St 1 aPT^r if ^JKr^pff^f ^r 

^33TXI 1^ :- 

(i) mcjgctjj yppfR Mxid—yf ^—mtm 3ici*f— st^rt 4 f^vi Pf^?(f, f^^jRid y?t 

Trt ^f4e^^^t ^cT ^ I 

(ii) vJHjd»ifcn ^y#y> ^ aietntR ^ ^ PierfRcr w eir, 

foi-ci^ ifkid^lcD if ^4fite yg'W'i ^ fcPf 45/~wj yf^ 4ro ^ ^ ^ 

f^yjiRRi y?t t I 

(iii) ^ V® iSf i®T yy^ fifj Hsiyddf if #ite yw^ 4^ t^ ^ ^ 

38/-^ ft. ^ ^ t I ^R^d;. ^ 4*d4 yrH if 22/-^ yf^ 4to dd ^ 
^fdR y><3<4>Tii MtM *^RT if 3?fij^dd 110/—^ppj yf^ 4to^ ciy? 3rary-’3j^Ty ft i 

(iv) ^JRfd4t€f ysRft ^ 4}cft y>r asg^rf^ 44 ^ wrt «rT, 

sR^ifeyj 3ngf4^ ^ y?Rf4f vpr^r wiftd f^T^rr ft i f4i4 ■do<^« %?jt ft % #ite 
MSMd ^ 46 /-^ yfit iflo a»r ddi'HMd ft I 


6.1 i|in>M yy ^3«frrT 4^ ^i*4[4)- ffedd H4«d'H 4«R (STI^^^), ^ffd^d Pm 

(^f44'd ((r4i#3nft) afk TTR^fty 4fdw?f ^ht (an^yw) 4 4f fea#RTF ^rMf ^ ^ \ ^^4 yM 
y4 4t4 ^ 4 f^yr w ft ;- 


gPfeyd (anftyy#) 

?*T vJnidifi<4 if qre^gc^ irm^ yir ^ 35/-wf yfcT 4to ^ «f?4 ^ u-ww cpt 

wi4y ‘p'j^ ft I syi^ ftdR if ci't^d: ys 2S/—^*nj wfci 4fo dd 4 3if4y? yftt ftfyr yife’? l 


yNtfty 4 tygy f4y y fw^artil 

Hid4j«^yi y»y^ ipr gym iildyf5^i<P/ii^eft snt ym yir ^ ftf f?pyr yfidr ft i ^^ffcPj, 
3fR 4 ^ fe^iyj yftf ft I 
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^ ^ t, ^ #»TT ^ 3 [filcbdH ^ vWlf^rt 

^ WRltT Wf ^ ’tfe ^ STJ#? ^ t, ^fRSPl^r 

^gmd i ¥RT ^ ^wmid ^ g 5 f=fr ^ epr ^ ^ crmr 

I 

6.2 ijlplM Tft ^^HfTTf ^ ^ 3TW ^ I 

7. ^r 17 f^ct *=^,99 ^ 'frgcRT siFfff^ <ifr ^ * 5 ! 1 

^tgg?T ^ wra PihI^Rmci f^«iR e^ ■- 

.Mrfc^^sUrMl 

(i) ^ ^ cRpT ^ ^ ^ ■viHl'ii:'! t I «Pt^ #f #f ^ 

StcTT cWT Hv 5 T^ elMNI M'^ai I 

(ii) qi e[j]o<fr ^ ^ ^ ^ t 1 i^Ni^ ^ 

^ ^ 35 AW? yf^ % ^ ^ ^ ^ anenf^ t l 

(iii) ?»n^ 3?^?1ST ^ SflETR yifTiym ^ U>rHlfSfl ^ ^ y§t itfcT ^ 11 

(iv) ^ 3 efpa % ciH yf^ ^ ^ ®n^ t i 

(v) ^ ^ ?H 200—250 t?!© ^ yfrf ^3?TR t I ^ 31 TWTWT 

^ WTO ^ a?T^ a^R ^ y?r aiffeRrcR ^jy^fPT l 

(vi) ^ Rc^eT P^y »5 a<c<tT ^<*7 t 5 y 5 ^ w? 

yjT l^r^ % I ?yRT ^ cfm^y^r yyisr-r yR^ yy 3 ''^?^ 

^ t I 

(vii) ^jjJy^ff ^ ai^^TR ^ y«J f^fsfyr en, y^ ^ ycyj ysJ ^ ^ yy?^ yR^ 

^ w I ?yRT tbi^egvwctf yy '?fR ^ ^ yyr 1 

(viii) Tj^y^ft c^ 3 ?^^ 1?^ ^ ^ \ y^ ^ty ^ ofifWy ay vfi^ ^ 

c^y^ yy» tt f^fey t # syR? <w 4 «g?icic)r yy ^ ^ i^f yyr i 
T?g» ^ ?y yfhf^ 4,000 ’¥fo ^ ^ f^fy^H ^ iryj^ t 1 

yfeyy y^ue'H 

(i) z^vm y^r rft rwfed ^ ^ yre?acy 5 y? ^ y^ f^ yny 1 

(ii) y>r ^ y i eny i d iwyjfficT yR^ ^ ^ y»^ yy y^?Tiy y^yr yrt^i? 1 

(iii) ^ ^ ^ 3 cTRJT % yy yfcfy^ yy anfyRR ^ y^ sth yyyr y#? i 

(iv) 3trprt^)y "W? y? yry ^ ytry y^ffyyr y»[ 4 ^^»i[yy yy^yr w ^ ofwr'fn ^ t. 
cw ^ y? ^iHf-ydyr f^yiytft y^?y> cryiyr yy^r t 1 



[MP1 III—-qreA] 
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(v) cRel ^ ^ <{11^0 ^ 'W^ ^ ^cTT^ OfMTJCt ^ ^ I gSt 

eTm ^ ^ ^ a^R ^JOT^RTT ^ f i??T T?^ ^ ^ W7I 

1%^IT t I ?fk ^ e?H wTFfT I 

(vi) ^260%^lrfcr^feT^^^ ^ <JU'dk+t«t7 ^ ^ «qWIT 

TGpIt iSlf^ I ^ ^ I % iJTffWRf ^ ^n? 

aw R<4Nrft '0<i»ff ?f aft^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ecir ^»pf ^ 

^ f I 

(vii) wm ■?t5^ izft^ ^ ^ $ I ^ ’TTft t I 

TIF ^ yie'TJ ^ «l’1H{ ^^3^/3fW>f^ ^ 'SWFf 

^1 

(viii) wit ^ ^ ^ $ a^R 

"JWcTT t 1fEj ^ RijmOl ^ ^ ^twt ? 

v jl^l^ 'teil oT ^ e'W MtI' 1 '^RT 

(i) vR^T^tt^ ^gia?T: ^amr^, aft? vj4tcp wtftnft ^ ?w1^ wr ^ i g>[^ 
^ ^eW t, ?ft ^ 3P?T wit ~h i^ WTT t; 3RWT ^ Wit ^ 
wirdif^cl ^ f^niT WTT $ I 

(^ ^ yk^trftd w% ^ fJiR ^ -?W5 ^r*Tpft Rwr^ ^ g?r 

•TlRt i^ t WTt“?W^ TPTRf if RwJ'if ^tf U“)}eft $ | 

^i) ^ ■sft H^wn ^?it ^ RiiWd ^ ^ JR^ \(kif»^ ^ ^ttlT I qtfHH 

4*j-/-^ Tlf?f % ^ ^ WRT ^ W $ I 

^v) 4?^: ft’I^t ^ ^ f^?IT WTT $ tW^^^ 260 4lDCT 31^ ^ 

?it an?!, til, vjw% ^ ^4?i a?iHi w ??t # i ^ wr ^3F*r 

wm ??gcT: ^ ^ ?rar ^ I 

(v) ?t5 TTWR a^jn—^ t‘, ?I'T*^ ^tToft ^ ^t ?IH'WI % I ^ «JcT ^ ?TTTft ^ 

iteRnt aft? ^ q? artt? ?tWT t i ^ 1 : 1 ^ ?w wm eji 3T5T3T?T3n^#^t 

^ TJ^ Tj^ ^ "^ite ^ H6'K1*1 "4^ W SIT | 

(vi) ^ ^ 'dTcT wit ^ va^iji'i ^ ^ 1 ^ 4«t it fcr^ ^^mpnaff ^ ^ 

w^io wt?'wi^Rr4?Tfem^ i iq, ^ ?st Tj^ ^ ^ ?ttite 

^ HP'Ki'i ^ (cl? «t>*il *141 f^i^i srr ?i^cirr 1 


8 slMd^ R4»1^ ^ ^ 4»t ^^I-4>^cH<rI dp ^t?W W3J ctSTT 

W316WI ^ ^ aneti? ^ RtHfetRdd R^nfct ^ w wiit antft t :- 


.$) f?T aPRiT^^ if vit3j«rtt€t 4»t ^ c^ aifecp ^ 4R if wtHt f^ 

^ t I aij*^ ^ WTfiJ^ if ^ «ft?T ^ ftiTT W t I 

^) pnw 36/-WJ urf^ jfto ^ TTI7R 4>t ?Ptt 3RI Hmn-ft 5T?T ^ if 
^ 1?^ ^ SM aiTjl^ ait^ 5NT W«^T ^ W 

11 ftj# ’ft ?McT if yie?Je4> w 33^ qrfT if 3Wr-3?^ ^ %, g?ff% t 
’T^ f^4?T aft? R^jRtd 4?f ^f^iait ^ ww>f Rnt? t t 
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(iii) A 45 /-^ ^0 ^ ^ ^ fcptr thj 

3ieWT m SHEflftcf «St ^ WcbK ^ t^ttcTcT Tr| eijt | f^RT 

^ tff? ^ oTT ^flcfjcTT | 

(iv) ?T^ iJIcIRId ^ ^ cT^ y? ^ SrjRfcI % I 

5NT ^ yj?I W t f^yTOcI WRt ^ 

y*TRt ^ ^ % I 

(v) "<i?r srgqcWffT ^ wJipicim w w ^ ^ 

^ “viiiR^iR t I f^^fr i?rci<T A ^ ^ 

Wl ^ ^ W yHM ^ & 1 

(vi) ^ yra R qR yr^ ^ ^4cg?ram ^ ^ q>^ €t qy ^ 

yra qnyi t, ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ t 1 

thi^Pmirqy qy yRtifW w ^ ^ ^ ^ 

qRm ft) ftqf ^ yy ^ 4000 fto ^ yftifty ^ oiey ysV yM ^ 
■^f#yTi 

(vii) ^ ^ qy ?Tq) ftj yicTTyRi ^ ^ ^ qy^ ^/^frsq? yiciiqici ^ qqiq 
if qift anyft, q?!^ ft^ 3i^ y€f y^yr 1 ftR% yriy ^ ftry q? qfyy ftyr ft) 
q? ^/"y^ qramici y? yqiy qyi ^ ftiy ymryicT q^r anf^ wqyr 
yyiy ^ \ 

(viii) w y®q y? eqiy yftry ftyr ft) ^ tr^ yy ^ y^^yy "^r ftyr ft)# ft^ayiq 
#7 y^yui ^ qy# qSt ft^r# ^ aift^p #5ft (qlfty ^ 0# ^ iRpyyyy y?^fny ^ 
c^yyy yy y;yT # aiR# i ly ^ sny ftqr qrft qiw spy tiqj'Hyy qyw 
W ^ # eTRT yftaftgy ^ftft^nqy ^ ^ (wm 3 -ypy fto yy yftqi^ % 1 qft 
^ qq##IKq PR q?r qT^y: yiyi qR fcTqi ^11^11, “yiyiPPP ^ fti^ly #iqjR 
ftsqi qy "751 yq ^ yq ft#^ ^ny ftyr qnyr ftyr 1 

y^g, q? # yiyyi #01 ft) fp ftyw qy aiqpy y# yypy ftyr, qiq ft^jyft# 
qyyt ^ yFPiy q>r qaiqi ^ ftiy 'gyyi t 1 ftyyft# ^ y^ qSt ftpi ^ y^ pyy 
% ftj yyy fy# t 1 #fte ^ ys^Piy # aigyft ^qqi qyyycyq^ yiqwT ^ py 
# qn# t, q? # ^qq q«J 'JP# ft 1 ftRPft?, qnftpi# ^ yqf ftyi ^ f^ yiyiyiy 
qii 3RI qppfi qR^ ft pq^ ^ ftyyftft ftr #^c qiyrqiy q^ ftrfnfty qj# ^ 
ftqqjyr yft qifftj 1 y^g, ^ yifttpyy ft ftnj ^ y^ RiqwT/qiftiftqtP 5^ ^ 
^Piftqf qRyr yftiy yft ftyr 1 

?# yqjR, ajTgftq? i?t#ftftt qift yi5^ q?! qyy? py^/qnq^fty qyft ft ftnr 
ftqiq^ ## anftjy# qy yft yfti ^qqpqi/qiftiftqq? t. ftipqy pyiPiy 
yyy ifRi fftqr qnyr % y? yiftqRyi ?pf#T yft I 
9 ^ ftcnqR, ftfty yePiy ft ftnj yiegoq^ q^ qftt qj# p^ q^ yiy^ yft qyyr 

% I qft fts ft ?p yyicPT q^ qnft Ryyr qi§yi 1^ ftR ftyyftft ^ wft ^ yiyiyiy q^ ftcpifty 

qRyryiEyi^y«iTyqlyT pr yq?^qiyiqiyftftyftyrt,yqyp^ftftftpj^ "yraiyiq? ^'' 
ft ftyj 3i3#i qj# qy 3iqp^ qy pq^ t 1 

10. yftpiyy ftl? yyR fty yy qypft ft yortfsft ft apqftqy ftr Yqq fftqr ynyr % i 

yyo yrqy, syyeft 

[ft?m/3/4/143/2000 aTOjyrW] 






[vm 111—7^4] 
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TARIFF AUTHORITY FOR MAJOR PORTS 
NOTIFICATION 
New Delhi, the 9th June. 2000 

No. TAMP/31/99-JNPT.—In exercise of the powers conferred by Section 48 of the Major Port 
Trusts Act, 1963 (38 of 1963), the Tariff Authority for Major Ports hereby disposes of the application made 
by M/s. Larsen & Toubro Limited (L & T) for reduction of the wharfage charge for handling of its bulk 
cement cargo at the Jawaharlal Nehru Port Trust (JNPT), as in the Order appended hereto. 

SCHEDULE 

Xairl'f'f AutKiorltv “for l\/l«kJor Rortss 
Case No. TAMP/31/99-JNPT 

M/s. Larsen & Toubro Limited (L&T) ... Applicant 

Vs. 

The Jawaharlal Nehru Port Trust (JNPT) ... Respondent 

^ 

(Passed on this 2nd day of June 2000) 

1. This case arises out of a representation received from M/s. 

Larsen & Toubro Limited (L&T) for reduction of the wharfage rate from Rs.45/- 
PMT to Rs.35/- PMT for handling of its bulk cement cargo at the Jawaharlal 
Nehru Port Trust (JNPT). 


2. The following points emerge from this representation: 

(i). The L&T has taken the initiative to introduce bulk movement of 
cement using state-of-the-art technology i.e., transporting cement 
in a fluidised form. 


(ii) . Transportation of cement In this form involves no labour, no 

packaging, no pollution, and no delays in off-loading. 

(iii) . The L&T has made a huge investment to install a bulk cement 

storage-cum-bagging plant near the JNPT. 

(iv) . Bulk cement brought from Pipavav in Gujarat in specialised 

cement carriers are discharged into road tankers specially 
manufactured for carrying bulk cement cargo. 

(v) . The hi-tech pumping system available in the L&T ship achieves a 

great speed of discharge thereby reducing the turnaround time 
and freeing the berth for additional utilisation by the port. 

(vi) . The L&T is geared to achieve substantial levels of throughput 

which will be of overall benefit to the JNPT, 

(vii) . Cement is a very low-value cargo which cannot bear high 

handling costs. 
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(viii). The wharfage rate at the JNPT is very high. The Gujarat 
Government charges a much lower rate at its ports. All other 
major ports also charge only around Rs.35/- PMT. 

(lx). There Is a policy of giving concessions to coastal trade. This is a 
case of transportation of cement from Pipavav in Gujarat to the 
JNPT in Maharashtra. This case must also, therefore, be entitled 
to the concession. 

3. With reference to its representation, the L&T was requested to 
supply additional information on the following points; 

(I). Whether the matter was taken up with the JNPT? If so, what was 
its response? Details may be furnished along with documentary 
evidence. 

(ii). Rates charged by different ports, port-wise, for similar activities 
instead of making a general statement that the wharfage charges 
is Rs.35/- PMT at most Indian ports. 

(ill). Details of concessions given on coastal trade port-wise as stated 
in the representation for this activity. 

(iv) . Any documentary evidence to prove that the entire operation is 

environment-friendly and completely dust-free. 

(v) . Total committed traffic of cement cargo likely to be handled at the 

JNPT and the number of days the jetty is likely to be occupied in 
a year. 

(vi) . According to the L&T, what should be the charges to be levied by 

the JNPT for their operations and the basis therefor. 

(vli). Any other relevant information in support of its representation. 

4, The L&T, in its reply, has stated that it had only made a general 
request to the JNPT for a reduction in the wharfage rate. Besides giving a copy 
of the Gujarat Government Order about wharfage on bulk cement cargo, the 
L&T has also given information about rates prescribed at the different Port 
Trusts which indicates a spread from Rs.20/- PMT to Rs.110/- PMT. (In other 
words, this information does not corroborate the L&T claim of all the other 
major ports charging a wharfage rate of about Rs.35/- PMT.) The L&T could 
not make any specific comment about why the JNPT rate was considered to be. 
high or what should its reasonable rate be. Likewise, the L&T could not also 
make any specific commitment about its own levels of performance; it could 
only say that the traffic to be built up by it was likely to be of the order of 3 lakh 
MT. The L&T has only highlighted its observation that because of this mode of 
transport of bulk cement, the load on road and rail traffic would be reduced. 





5. Comments on the representation were called for from the JNPT. 

The JNPT, in its reply, has made the following points: 

(i) . Wharfage charges vary from port to port as it depehds on various 

fectors including Investments made, facilities developed, etc. 

(ii) . The JNPT tariff was fixed after a detailed study made by the 

TECSOK who have recommended wharfage for cement handling 
at the JNPT at the rate of Rs.46/- PMT. 


The statement made by the L&T that the rate for wharfage for 
handling of cement is Rs.35/- PMT in most major ports is not 
correct in fact, this varies from Rs.22/- PMT at the Chennai Port 
Trust to a maximum of Rs.110/- PMT at the Calcutta Port Trust 


(iv). The JNPT agreed to allowing other vessels carrying 
miscellaneous cargo although it has installed highly sophisticated 
and very costly equipment It has stated that the whar^ge of 
Rs.45/- PMT for handling of cement is reasonable. 

6.1. Comments were also called from the Chamber of Commerce and 

Industry (Mumbai), the Indian Merchants' Chamber (IMC), the Shipping 
Corporation of India Limited (SCI), and the Indian National Shipowners' 
Association (INSA). The replies received from them are summarised below: 


We support the proposal about reduction of the wharfage charge at the 
JNPT to Rs.35/- PMT. In our opinion, It should actually be not more than 
Rs.25/- PMT. 


Whar^ge charges are paid by shippers/consignees directly to the Port 
We have, therefore, no comments to offer. 


We wish to stay neutral in the matter; but, we support the request for a 
concession in port tariff for coastal movement to encourage maximum 
usage of sea-lane so as to gradually restore it to its natural low price 
vis-d-vis subsidised road and rail movement 


6.2. No comments were received from the Chamber of Commerce 

and Industry (Mumbai). 
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7. A joint hearing In this case was held at the JlsiPT on 

17 September 99. During the joint hearing the following submissions were 
made; 

LARSEN ^ TOUBRO LIMITED 

(i). We discharge cement straight on to the road-tankers in a fluidised 
form. There Is no pollution, no noise, and no labour involved. 

(il). Our request is for a r^uction in the wharfage rate. This request 
is based on the rate of Rs.36/- PMT charged at the Pipavav Port 

(iii). We base our request also on the policy of giving concessions to 
encourage coastal traffic. 

Ov). We expect to build up a traffic level of 3 lakh MT per year. 

(v). In the fluidised form, we can off-load 200-250 MT cement per 
hour. This speed will reduce the turnaround time and maximise 
utilisation of the berth. 

(vl). We have invested Rs.lS crores In setting up the state-of-the-art 
Terminal very near the JNPT. Our intentions about settling down 
for long-term operations at the JNPT are clear. 

(vli). According to earlier indications, we were to get a Service Berth; 
Instead, we were asked to operate only at the Bulk Berth. This 
reduced our efficiency levels. 

(vili). According to earlier Indications, we were to get two hoses. But, 
because of a railway line coming In the way, we could get only 
one hose. This also reduced our efficiency level. Nevertheless, 
even with this one hose, we expect to do 4,000 MT per day. 

ladian Merchants’ Chamber 

(i). The reduction In wharfage rate may be considered to encourage 
coastal trade. 

00. The JNPT must Itself propose a reduction to attract traffic. 

(iii). The L&T which assures 3 lakh MT per year deserve to get 
special attention. 

(ly). Internationally, any user of a port giving a commitment of a 
substantial level of performance usually gets concessional tariffs. 

(v). Moving cement in bulk in a fluidised form is the order of the day. 
It saves on labour; saves on packaging; and, maintains quality. 






; ■3TOIVIT'’T 


II 



The L&T has taken an imaginative initiative, 
recognised specially. 


It desen/es to be 


(vi). The JNPT should have included a penalty clause for less than 
250 MT per hour performance. Not having done that, it is losing 
money, It can now consider at least some concessions to retain 
the traffic and motivate the L&T to perform better. 


(vil). Costing details are not very relevant here. Admittedly, the JNPT 
has made heavy investments. What is relevant is the point about 
giving some coneessions to retain/attract a bulk customer. 


(vlil). For bulk cargo,- the JNPT and the MBPT situations are 
comparable; and, the MBPT Is far cheaper. Taking this into 
account, why cannot the JNPT give some concessions? 



(i). The JNPT is primarily a port for food grains, fertilizers, and 
fertilizer raw materials. If any berth is available, it is given for 
other cargo; otherwise, cargoes like cement are not encouraged. 


(il). The policy is to give concessions only In vessel-related charges 
for encouraging coastal traffic. There is no system of giving 
concessions in cargo-related charges. 


(iji), There is no question of giving any concession for speedy 
handling. Even the existing rate of Rs,45/- PMT is less than the 
actual cost. 


(iv) . In fact, there Is no speedy handling. The L&T was expected to do 

250 MT per hour; it is actually doing only half of that. Instead of 
gaining berth-time, we are actually losing berth-time. 

(v) . Also, the operatipn is not totally pollution-free; there is the 

problem of flying dust. This dust can affect our rails and cranes. 
It is precisely for this reason that the NSICT has refused to handle 
L&T cement. 


(vl). The Service Berth is meant for liquid cargo. We have invested 
about Rs.10 crores for special installations in this berth. That 
being po', it ean never be offered to the L&T for handling cement. 

6. With reference to the records available and the totality of 

information collected during the processing of this case, and based on a 
collective application Of mind, the following position is seen to emerge: 

(i). The representation makes a general statement about the JNPT 
rate being high. No details have been given to substantiate the 
observation, 
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(li). The observation about all the other major ports charging around 
Rs.35/- PMT is not borne out by the data supplied by the L&T 
itself. In any case, charges for wharfege will vary from port to port 
as they depend on various factors like investments made, 
facilities developed, etc. 

(iii). The rate of Rs.45/- PMT at the JNPT was based on a Study 
conducted by a Technical Consultancy Agency and was duly 
approved by the Government. In the absence of specific 
justification, therefore, it cannot lightly be brushed aside. 

(Iv). The claim for concessions on the logic of encouraging coastal 
traffic is misplaced. As has rightly been contended by the JNPT, 
this concession is available only for vessel-related charges and 
not for cargo-related charges. 

(v) . The L&T's argument about efficiency levels being reduced 

because of non-availability of a Service Berth has been 
convincingly refuted by the JNPT. In any case, the L&T has no 
proof in support of its claim for a Service Berth. 

(vi) . The L&T’s argument about efficiency levels being reduced 

because of not being able to get a second hose is, again, a mere 
claim; there is nothing on record to substantiate the observation. 

In any case, the actual levels of performance do not seem to 
inspire confidence in the L&T claim that even with the one hose 
available, it wiii be abie to achieve a target of 4,000 MT per day. 

(vii) . The L&T’s argument about reduction in the pressure of rail/road 

traffic because of increase in coastal traffic is not of much 
consequence. It will not be justifiable to require a Port Trust to 
subsidise coastal traffic for the sake of reducing the pressure on 
rail/road traffic. 

(viii). It will be relevant to reckon with the fact that handling of cement in 
a fluidised form enables a much faster (about ten times faster 
than the conventional handling of bagged cement) evacuation of 
the cargo and without any spillage and pollution at that. Another 
factor that will be relevant to be recognised in this context is about 
the levels of performance (about 3 lakh MT per year) indicated by 
the L&T. If such levels of performance are indeed realised, the 
principle of ‘volume discounts', which is gaining ground 
everywhere, will warrant some special consideration. 

But, it has to be conceded that the opportunity for this 
consideration will arise only if the JNPT chooses to promote 
handling of the cement cargo. From the tenor of the JNPT 
argument, it is evident that the port is not so interested. Handling 
of cement is allowed only as a stopgap arrangement whenever 
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the berth is free. The IMC has no doubt argued that, in the 
context of dwindling traffic in other commodities, the JNPT must 
not hesitate to encourage traffic in cement. But, it may not be 
appropriate for this Authority to interfere in such management/ 
commerciai issues. 

LiKewise, the IMC argument about giving concessions to retain/ 
attract a bulk customer with a state-of-the-art technology is a 
management/commercial issue to be settled by the port; this 
Authority will not interfere therein. 

9. In sum, no case has been made out for a reduction in the 
wharfage rate for cement handling. If the L&T chooses to continue with this 
operation, if the JNPT wishes to encourage traffic In this cargo, and if 
substantial levels of traffic are built up, then, there can be an opportunity for the 
L&T to think in terms of requesting for some ‘volume discounts*. 

10. In the result, and for the reasons given above, the representation 
of the L&T is rejected. 


S. SATHYAM, Chairman 
tAdvt/lIl/lV/143/2000 Exty.] 
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